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SMALL BUSINESS EXEMPTION

Mr. KENNEDY. Finally, Mr. Presi-
dent, an op-ed article in today’s USA
Today by Jack Faris, president and
CEO of the National Federation of
Independent Business, perpetuates the
fallacy that Congress acted by mistake
in 1989 when it increased the small
business exemption under the so-called
enterprise coverage test, but failed to
do so for the so-called individual cov-
erage test. In fact, Congress was well
aware of the effect of its actions in
1989. There was no mistake.

Since the beginning, the minimum
wage has covered large numbers of
workers engaged in interstate com-
merce, regardless of the size of the
firms they work for.

In fact, the original minimum wage,
enacted in 1938, contained only the in-
dividual coverage test. That coverage
was based on the view that Congress
had broad power under the commerce
clause of the Constitution to protect
workers even in the smallest firms, as
long as the workers were involved in
interstate commerce.

From 1938 to 1961, coverage was based
only on that principle—individual cov-
erage—a case-by-case, worker-by-work-
er analysis as to whether the actual
work involved interstate commerce.

At the beginning, the minimum wage
also contained numerous exemptions
based largely on policy decisions and
interest group pressures. In some cases,
entire industries or occupations were
excluded from coverage. In the years
since 1938, the major goals of Congress
have been not only to increase the pur-
chasing power of the minimum wage—
or at least prevent a decline in its pur-
chasing power because of inflation—but
also to reduce the scope of these broad
exemptions.

Notwithstanding the numerous in-
dustry specific exemptions, Congress
never enacted a general exemption for
small businesses. Since the beginning,
many workers in very small firms have

continued to be protected by the mini-
mum wage under the individual cov-
erage test.

In 1961, with the economy having
grown rapidly in the years after World
War II, and with vastly increased eco-
nomic activities crossing State lines,
Congress changed the definition of cov-
erage of the minimum wage to achieve
coverage in a more practical way.

The 1961 act specified that all work-
ers in enterprises with more than a cer-
tain level of annual sales would be re-
garded as engaged in interstate com-
merce, and would therefore be covered
by the minimum wage, whether or not
the particular activities of individual
workers in the firms involved inter-
state commerce. This new test of cov-
erage was widely referred to as enter-
prise coverage.

The sales figure for the standard was
set at various levels for various indus-
tries. For enterprises comprised exclu-
sively of retail service establishments,
the threshold for coverage was set at
$362,500. For most other industries, the
threshold was $250,000. But for hos-
pitals, schools, public agencies, and en-
terprises engaged in construction,
laundry, or drycleaning, the threshold
was zero—all employees in those indus-
tries were covered, regardless of the
size of their firm.

The addition of enterprise coverage
was an expansion, not a reduction, of
coverage. It was not a small business
exemption from coverage—it was a
large business expansion of coverage. It
meant that workers in firms with sales
above the threshold were protected by
the minimum wage, regardless of their
personal status in interstate com-
merce. They were covered, because
their employers were involved in inter-
state commerce.

Under the 1961 act, workers in firms
below the specified level of annual
sales continued to be covered under the
previous case-by-case, worker-by-work-
er standard, the so-called individual
coverage.

One result of the broad increase in
coverage by the 1961 act under enter-
prise coverage was the narrowing of
the previous blanket exemption for
workers in small retail firms and serv-
ice firms. Workers in firms below the
threshold in those industries for enter-
prise coverage continued to be exempt-
ed from individual coverage, even if
they were engaged in interstate com-
merce. Above the threshold, workers in
those industries were covered for the
first time by the minimum wage.

That basic dual structure of enter-
prise coverage and individual coverage
has continued since 1961. In 1989, Con-
gress enacted a large increase in the
threshold of coverage under the enter-
prise test—to $500,000 in annual sales.
That increase, if enacted by itself,
would have reversed the 50-year history
of expansions of coverage of the mini-
mum wage, by excluding an estimated
3 million workers from its coverage
under the enterprise test.

That reduction in coverage was unac-
ceptable by itself—so Congress offset

the reduction by repealing the blanket
exemption for workers in retail and
service firms under the individual cov-
erage test. For such firms, the pre-1961
case-by-case worker-by-worker test
was reinstated. If the workers were en-
gaged in interstate commerce, they
were covered by the minimum wage.

In recent years, some, like Mr. Faris,
have attempted to argue that Congress
mistakenly repealed the blanket ex-
emption for these small retail and
service firms. It is clear that some
Members of Congress thought they
were voting for a blanket small busi-
ness exemption when they voted to in-
crease the threshold for the enterprise
test to $500,000. But those Members of
Congress were ignoring the longstand-
ing principle of individual coverage—
which the 1989 act did not abandon, and
for good reason.

The overall legislative history of the
1989 act makes very clear that Con-
gress intended to repeal the exemption
for small retail and service firms. Oth-
erwise, the entire legislation would
have made no sense. The large increase
in the threshold for enterprise coverage
would have meant that 3 million work-
ers were no longer covered by the mini-
mum wage. Repeal of the exemption for
small retail and service firms under in-
dividual coverage expanded that aspect
of coverage by about the same number
of workers. That result was intended
by Congress, since the expansion of in-
dividual coverage offset the reduction
in enterprise coverage. Without that
fundamental compromise, the 1989 act
would never have been approved by
Congress.

So I hope my Republican colleagues
will reflect again on this legislative
history, and reconsider their attempt
to reduce coverage of the minimum
wage by exempting so many workers
from its protection. Those who work
for small firms deserve an increase in
the minimum wage. They have waited 5
years for a fair increase, and now is the
time for Congress to enact it.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

f

THE MINIMUM WAGE

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, I com-
mend my colleague, the senior Senator
from Massachusetts, for his excellent
remarks this morning in discussing the
important issue of the minimum wage.

Harry Truman once said: ‘‘Repub-
licans favor a minimum wage, the min-
imum possible wage.’’ I think that a
lot of what was said in the 1940’s may
be applicable today, with a 1996 twist,
which is: The minimum possible wage
for the minimum number of people to
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be affected. That, really, is the debate
that we will have today and tomorrow
with regard to the Bond amendment.

I want to call everyone’s attention to
the Bond amendment for what it is and
what it is not. The Bond amendment,
in many cases and in many ways, could
be described as a Swiss cheese approach
to the minimum wage; Swiss cheese,
because it has so many holes it does
not provide for the kind of continuity,
the kind of opportunity that everyone
ought to have if the minimum wage is
to be an applicable national wage.

There are four very specific issues
that it addresses in a very harmful
manner, for those who are dependent
upon the minimum wage. I want to dis-
cuss very briefly each of those four this
afternoon. Suffice it to say, the Bond
amendment is truly a vote against the
minimum wage and against working
families who depend upon it. It gives
with one hand and takes with the
other. It uses exemptions, denials, and
delays to provide minimum wage in-
creases to a minimum possible number
of people. It is a more extreme version
of this amendment than what was de-
feated in the House a couple of months
ago.

The Bond amendment, No. 1, effec-
tively denies an increase to all workers
for the first 6 months of employment.
It does not matter whether you are
young or you are old, whether you are
working for summer earnings or have
to feed a family, whether you are with
or without any experience, that provi-
sion in the Bond amendment would
simply deny, for 6 months of employ-
ment, any opportunity to benefit what-
soever from the minimum wage.

The House-passed bill applies the
subminimum to workers under the age
of 20 for the first 3 months of employ-
ment. Already that is an extreme pro-
vision in some respects. The Bond
amendment is even worse. The high
turnover in these jobs is an inevitabil-
ity, so many workers would never get
an increase. I can see in some cases
right now where someone will work for
5 months and 2 weeks and then find he
or she is going to be left without work
because to increase that person’s wage
would be something the small business
owner may not want to do. So, in es-
sence, you are going to get churning of
people, regardless of what age they are;
working for 5 months and 2 weeks or 5
months and 3 weeks, only to be denied
a minimum wage job after that.

I believe most employers are very
honest, hard-working people who care a
lot of about their employees. But how
many unscrupulous employers will
there be, people who will find ways in
which to avoid the law, avoid paying
the minimum wage, avoid living up to
their responsibility and find a way to
keep people at this extraordinarily low,
subminimum level?

The President feels so strongly about
this provision alone that he said he
would veto the bill if this provision is
in the legislation when it reaches his
desk.

Second, the Bond amendment denies
an increase for any employee of compa-
nies with less than $500,000 in annual
sales. Mr. President, these companies
employ 10.5 million people. They make
up two-thirds of all workplaces today.
They include not only retail and serv-
ice establishments, but manufacturing
firms as well. Their employees already
are denied benefits of most Federal
worker protection laws. They earn
lower wages, get fewer benefits, and
have less job security than virtually
anybody in the country. They should
not be stripped of their minimum wage
protections as well.

Over and above everything else, to
say that a worker who only has the op-
tion of working in a company with
sales less than $500,000, who probably
does not get health insurance, probably
does not get any other worker protec-
tion at the Federal level and probably
has less job security, but at the same
time now may also be denied even min-
imum wage protection is wrong. That
is extreme, and that is something that
we simply must oppose.

A third provision denies any raise to
waitresses or waiters or other tipped
employees. Right now employers need
to pay only 50 percent of the minimum
wage, or $2.13 an hour for tipped em-
ployees. Instead of maintaining that 50
percent employer payment, the Bond
amendment freezes it for all perpetuity
at $2.13. We could be here 20 years from
now, and if the Bond amendment were
to be adopted, anybody who worked in
a restaurant would be frozen at $2.13,
dependent entirely upon tips for any
kind of an increase in a living wage.

This is especially a problem for
women, because 80 percent of tipped
employees today are women. In 1995,
about half of full-time waitresses
earned roughly $250 a week, less than
the poverty level for a family of three.
Just last year, half of the full-time
people who worked on tips earned
roughly $250 a week. So what we are
going to tell all of those people, 80 per-
cent of whom are women, is, ‘‘You’re
going to have to live with a frozen min-
imum wage at $2.13 an hour for all per-
petuity. There isn’t any option for an
increase. You don’t have any oppor-
tunity to see your wages increase along
with everybody else’s. That $250 that
you may be getting right now to feed
your two kids, well, keep in mind we
want to keep you off welfare, we’re
going to kick you off welfare, we’re
going to tell you to go get a job, go get
child support, get health insurance, go
find a way to clothe and house your
kids, do all of that, but we’re going to
freeze your wage at $2.13 an hour.’’

Mr. President, I cannot believe that
this body is prepared to say that. If we
want to reward work, if we want to
protect families, if we want to find
ways to ensure the children are going
to grow in an environment that allows
a mother to be home at least part of
the time instead of getting three and
four jobs, staying at home with chil-
dren instead of working at wages that

pay $2.13 an hour, then it would seem
to me that they, above and beyond just
about anybody else, ought to be enti-
tled to some increase in the minimum
wage.

The final thing is, this amendment
delays the date of the minimum wage
for another 6 months. When the House
Members passed their bill, they said it
was going to go into effect virtually on
Independence Day, on July 4—actually,
July 1, a couple of days before Inde-
pendence Day—in the hopes that
maybe some families out there could
declare some independence economi-
cally, some opportunity to be a little
freer than they are right now.

The Bond amendment says, ‘‘No, no,
that’s too fast. If you earn minimum
wage today, we’re going to ask you to
wait until after next Christmas before
you’re entitled to any increase in the
minimum wage. You’re not going to
get it in July, you’re not going to get
it by Labor Day, the day we set aside
to honor working families. No, we’re
going to make you wait until after
next Christmas. We’re going to wait
until next January before this wage
goes into effect.’’ This is on top of
months of delay caused by a Repub-
lican filibuster to the minimum wage.

Mr. President, minimum wage work-
ers have gone without a raise now for 5
years. We have had raises. Most people
have had raises in this country over
the last 4 and 5 years. How remarkable
it is that those same people who
espouse welfare reform, who want to
join with us in providing real opportu-
nities for work, to encourage work,
would say that the one thing that
would probably encourage work more
than anything else, an increase in the
minimum wage, is something we just
should not do. We should not do it for
tipped employees, we should not do it
for employees in businesses that have
less than a $500,000 gross income, we
should not do it for the first 180 days
for anybody who is on minimum wage.
Regardless of what else happens, we
better not even do it until 1997.

I must tell you, Mr. President, I have
a hard time understanding the motiva-
tion for those who would want to say
that to over 10.5 million people—actu-
ally close to 14 million workers—in
this country. This delay equals the loss
of more than $500 in pay, money that
could go for the health care and the
food and housing that kids are going to
need.

Every day on the floor somebody
with good judgment and with good rea-
son comes to lament the destruction of
the family, comes to lament the de-
struction of this nuclear core that we
think so much about and that we think
really is the key to a civilized society.
We cannot understand why there are
teenagers out on the street making
trouble for the rest of society. We do
not understand why they lost their val-
ues. We cannot figure out why there is
an increase in juvenile crime and tru-
ancy and all the other problems.

Mr. President, I will tell you why.
The reason is because more and more
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mothers and fathers are forced to leave
their homes, unable to take care of
their children, because they have three
or four jobs they have to hold to make
ends meet. That is what this is all
about.

So if we are ever going to get back to
making sure that the family is pro-
tected, making sure those children
have core values with which to ensure
that they will be productive parts of
society, then it seems to me we have to
understand that it all starts with the
paycheck and whether or not families
have the dignity and the opportunity
that they must be accorded to ensure
that there is some paycheck security
in their families.

Minimum wage workers are not what
many people think they are. Two-
thirds of them are adults; 40 percent
are sole breadwinners; 60 percent are
women. Minimum wage workers’ earn-
ings account for almost half of the
families’ total earnings today.

So, Mr. President, this is going to be,
of all the votes we cast, one of the
most critical votes we are going to cast
this year, because it sends a clear mes-
sage out there that we hear you, we
know how insecure so many people feel
today because of their inability to pay
their bills. Not that they are not work-
ing hard enough; they are working
harder and longer than other families
in history. They are making the hard
choices about going out and finding an-
other job or staying home and taking
care of their children.

America is going to watch this vote.
They are going to watch to see whether
we vote for the Swiss cheese Bond
amendment, the one with all the holes
in it, the one that devastates the mini-
mum wage law for the first time in dec-
ades, or whether we are going to stand
up and say, at long last, America needs
a raise after 5 years.

Those who are on minimum wage de-
serve it. If we want to keep them off
welfare, they deserve at least a 90-cent
increase. That is all we are proposing
here. It is time we do it. Inflation has
eaten away 95 percent of the last in-
crease. At the current level of $4.25 an
hour, many minimum wage workers
who work 40 hours a week do not earn
enough to keep their families out of
poverty. How sad that is today.

So unless we act, the minimum wage
is going to fall to the lowest level in 40
years. This does not have to be par-
tisan. The last time we voted on this it
was bipartisan. Six weeks ago, the
House voted overwhelmingly in favor
of it; 93 House Republicans voted for it.
The vast majority, I am told, over 80
percent of the American people, want
to see it increased.

This is a chance to do something
right. It is a chance for us to stop stall-
ing, to send a clear message to people
across this land that we recognize how
important your paycheck and your
long-term security is, we recognize how
important your family is, we recognize
that if we are going to urge you to stay
off welfare and go to work, that you

need a wage to do it. That is what this
does. It is important we pass a mini-
mum wage increase. It is important we
defeat the Bond amendment. It is im-
portant at long last we sign the in-
crease into law.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will the Senator
yield for a very brief question?

Mr. DASCHLE. Yes. I will be happy
to.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I in-
cluded in the RECORD the statement by
the National Retail Federation that
was put out on July 1. The National
Retail Federation is the largest retail
trade association in the country. In
their front page they referenced the
minimum wage fight in the Senate.
They say President Clinton says he
will veto the minimum wage increase if
it passes, talking about this particular
proposal. ‘‘Let him.’’ ‘‘It is our last
chance and best hope for stopping the
minimum wage increase this year,’’ re-
ferring to the Bond amendment.

So here is the largest retail associa-
tion saying effectively that the best
way to stop any increase in the mini-
mum wage is to support the Bond
amendment. I have concluded that was
really a devious measure in the sense
that people want to have it both ways.

This is my question: Whether the
Senator would think that the argu-
ment might be made to those who sup-
port the Bond amendment, well, you
can vote for it; it is an increase in the
minimum wage. But on the other hand,
for reasons that the Senator has out-
lined so well this afternoon, effectively
it gives with the one hand and takes
away with the other hand.

I am just wondering if this is really
the purpose: Our best chance and best
hope for stopping the minimum wage
increase this year. Here is the largest
retail organization making this clear
statement. We ought to call a spade a
spade and say that effectively the Bond
amendment is really an effort to stop
and halt any increase to the minimum
wage. That would be the result of it
were it to pass. So the vote would be
very clear in terms of who is on the
side of working families and who is
not. I am just wondering what conclu-
sion the Senator from South Dakota
would reach on that.

Mr. DASCHLE. Mr. President, if I
could—I will use whatever leader time
I may require. I know our time runs
out at 2 o’clock. Given the fact no one
else is here at this point, I will use
leader time to the extent necessary to
respond to the distinguished Senator
from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). The Senator may use his
leader time.

Mr. DASCHLE. The Senator from
Massachusetts is absolutely right. In
many respects, I think there are some
of our colleagues who would like to
have it both ways. They would like to
say, ‘‘Yes, I voted for a minimum wage
increase,’’ but then go tell some of
their business constituents, ‘‘But real-
ly I didn’t. I really didn’t. This is not a

real minimum wage because we exempt
virtually everybody.’’

I was home last weekend, and I just
took my own poll. I asked retailers, I
asked people in just about every line of
business I could find in South Dakota,
‘‘What do you think? What do you
think about raising the minimum
wage? Is this something that you op-
pose? Would this hurt you badly? What
are your thoughts?’’

I was amazed, just amazed at the
level of sophistication, about the com-
passion, about the recognition of the
importance of this issue, about how
troubled many of our employers are in
watching their employees try to make
ends meet by holding down two and
three jobs, because they know that one
job is not going to be enough.

One employer told me, ‘‘You know,
TOM, I really don’t know how these em-
ployees do it today. I go home and I
watch the baseball game at night when
I finish work. Some of my employees
go to their second job. And their
spouses are already at a second or third
job. I don’t know, but more and more
I’m seeing their kids out in the streets
because I know they’re not home tak-
ing care of them.’’

I had an employee tell me the only
dinner—the only dinner—they have to-
gether is after church on Sunday once
a week. The whole family now gets to-
gether for dinner once, on a Sunday,
because they have no time during the
week, no time because everybody is
working even harder carrying out sec-
ond and third jobs. As a result, the kids
cook for themselves. The kids are
doing whatever they have to. Hopefully
they are doing their homework.

But, Mr. President, that is exactly
what we are trying to talk about here.
We are trying to address a real and
growing problem. If we are serious
about family, if we are serious about
trying to keep them together and teach
our youngsters values, who is to do it if
the family is not together? Can you
teach all the values that you have to
share with a young person growing up
on a Sunday after church? I do not
think so.

So, while some of our colleagues
would like very much to be able to say,
‘‘I voted for a minimum wage,’’ but
then secretly, ‘‘I voted to gut it,’’ let
me tell you, there are a lot of business
people, at least in South Dakota, who
see it for what it is, who recognize that
we have to do what is honorable here.
It is time we recognized that people on
minimum wage need more than just
$4.25 an hour to survive if they are
going to take care of their kids. So I
appreciate very much the distinguished
Senator’s raising the question. I yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous agreement, the Senator
from Georgia, Mr. COVERDELL, is to
control the next 90 minutes.

Mr. COVERDELL addressed the
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Georgia.
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Mr. COVERDELL. It is my under-

standing that for the next 90 minutes,
I or my designee have control of that
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. COVERDELL. Very good.
f

FBI FILES AT THE WHITE HOUSE
Mr. COVERDELL. Mr. President, on

Wednesday, July 3, which, incidentally,
was the cost-of-Government day, which
means the last day after which an
American family finally quit paying
Government—July 4 took on a special
meaning because it was not only Inde-
pendence Day, but because it is the
first day a family could keep its own
check. But, interestingly enough, in
the midst of all the debate, a very in-
teresting editorial appeared in the
Washington Post, which characterizes
itself as an independent newspaper.

On July 3, the Washington Post said,
‘‘FBI Files and the ex-FBI Author.’’
That was the name of the article. It
says:

Controversy swirls around both [these is-
sues], but it ought to be possible to separate
the probe of the improperly requisitioned
FBI reports by the Clinton White House from
the effort to sort out fact from fiction in
former FBI agent Gary Aldrich’s book about
life at the White House.

I agree with this. I agree that the
commentary of a popular book ought
to be separate from the very, very seri-
ous issue of hundreds of our citizens’
personal FBI files going to the—hun-
dreds. At this time the current number
keeps going up. It started out 300. Then
it went to 407. Then it went to 600.
Then 700. The last report I have seen is
900. It is almost beyond belief. Both
that the White House could request
those personal files and that those files
could be violated by our own Federal
Bureau of Investigation.

The Post says:
The three probes need to find out if the

country has an abuse of presidential power
on its hands or whether it is witnessing yet
one more White House staff-administered
blow to this president’s prestige.

Mr. President, for my own part, while
there is deep concern about what has
transpired at the White House, I think
so far the public discourse underesti-
mates what transpired at the Federal
Bureau of Investigation. It is beyond
my understanding how this many per-
sonal files or the data in those files
could be copied and so routinely made
available to the White House without
fire alarms and sirens going off from
the front to the back door and all the
way to the Director’s office. I cannot
imagine how this could happen. Now,
the Director has said there was an
egregious breach of honor between the
White House and the FBI, but much
more will have to be answered than
that simple question.

Mr. President, I see we have been
joined by the distinguished Senator
from Arizona. I yield up to 15 minutes
to the Senator from Arizona for his re-
marks.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. KYL. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator from Georgia both for taking
time to get into this matter and also
for yielding time to me.

I was perplexed, to say the least, as I
sat through hearings as a member of
the Senate Judiciary Committee just
before the Fourth of July break, hear-
ing testimony from Mr. Livingstone
and others regarding this matter of the
FBI files. I am going to come back to
some conclusions that came out of that
hearing and some questions that re-
main in a moment.

I thought, first, perhaps, it would be
useful to discuss generally what we
have here. There have been, especially
in the time since Watergate, numerous
investigations of officials involved in
different administrations. To some ex-
tent, I think this has been politically
motivated. To a large extent, I think it
is a process that is important in a de-
mocracy, because people need to have
confidence in their Government, par-
ticularly when people in high places
are accused of wrongdoing or there is a
potential of wrongdoing. We have es-
tablished a system whereby an inde-
pendent kind of investigator or pros-
ecutor called the special counsel is ap-
pointed by the Attorney General, with
court acquiescence, to investigate mat-
ters. There have been prosecutions
from time to time in administrations
since the Watergate matter that have
demonstrated it is wise to have these
kinds of special counsel available to
look into such matters.

While there may be some politics in-
volved, and certainly Republicans be-
lieve there is politics involved in some
of the investigations in the Reagan and
Bush administrations, and I am sure
that some Democrats believe there is
glee in Republican ranks to find things
wrong now in a Democratic adminis-
tration, the fact is it is still important
to try to get to the bottom of some of
these matters, particularly where it
goes beyond politics. I think it can be
demonstrated with this administration
that it has gone far beyond politics,
that there has been wrongdoing, and
that there are people in this adminis-
tration that, to say the least, have
been ethically challenged.

As a matter of fact, Mr. President,
according to an article written by
Mary McGrory in the Washington Post,

President Clinton said that his administra-
tion would be the most ethical administra-
tion in the history of the Republic.

That was shortly after he was inau-
gurated. I think history will reveal
that this is one of the most ethically
challenged administrations in the his-
tory of the Republic. This FBI scandal
is, frankly, just the latest of the scan-
dals in the Clinton White House. As the
Senator from Georgia pointed out, this
involves the misuse of about 900—at
least that is the number we have so
far—900 FBI files.

Going back to reflect on what has oc-
curred earlier in this administration,

and again this is not really partisan be-
cause if you look at the last three
Presidents, President Carter, President
Reagan, and President Bush, I think al-
most all Americans would agree that
all three of these Presidents had the
highest ethical standards, Carter a
Democrat, the other two Republicans.
It did not matter what their politics
were. I think most Americans believe
that all three of them are people of the
greatest integrity and repute. To the
extent there was any wrongdoing in
any of their administrations each one
of them had accusations made, they
took responsibility, they tried to clean
house, and their integrity, I think, re-
mains without question.

In this particular administration,
look at what we have. We have first of
all, Roger Altman, Treasury Secretary
who misled Congress about his discus-
sions of a Whitewater-connected S&L.
He resigned. Henry Cisneros, the HUD
Secretary under investigation by
court-appointed counsel for lying to
the FBI. Mike Espy, former Secretary
of Agriculture, under investigation for
taking illegal gifts. He resigned. Web
Hubble, a very close associate of the
President and First Lady, Associate
Attorney General, has been sentenced
to 21 months in jail for mail fraud and
tax evasion. William Kennedy, former
associate White House counsel, and
possibly one of the people involved in
the hirings of Craig Livingstone, failed
to pay Social Security taxes and re-
signed. Bernard Nussbaum, former
White House counsel, resigned his post
after being accused of improper con-
tacts with Whitewater investigators.
David Watkins, former White House di-
rector of administration, resigned after
he used a Presidential helicopter to
play golf. Hazel O’Leary, Secretary of
Energy, has committees looking after
her travel, and though she is still in
the job, questions remain. More than a
dozen indictments relating generally to
Whitewater, most resulting in plea bar-
gains, if not convictions. As a matter
of fact, three close associates of the
President were convicted by a jury, in-
cluding the President’s hand-picked
successor, Gov. Jim Guy Tucker.

Then the Travelgate matter. It was
as a result of the Travelgate investiga-
tion that the information about the
FBI files came out. It was, really, quite
by accident. The House committee in-
vestigating the Travelgate matter had
asked for 3,000 documents, all of which
had been denied by the White House,
3,000 documents. Finally, under threat
of subpoena and contempt of Congress
if they did not comply with the sub-
poena, the White House agreed to turn
over one-third of those documents. It
was one of those 1,000 documents that
led investigators of the House commit-
tee into the FBI file issue, because
there was a reference to FBI files hav-
ing been obtained, I think, perhaps, re-
lating to Billy Dale who was the fired
head of the Travel Office of the White
House. The rest, as is commonly said,
is history.
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